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Abstract- This paper is an attempt to provide a medium for contributing to OCB knowledge base. Though essentially literature based, 
however, it tries to clarify ambiguity and confusion surrounding the conceptual underpinnings and thus understanding of OCB and 
related constructs. Most researchers and readers find difficulty to differentiate OCB from prosocial citizenship behavior, extra-role 
behavior, spontaneous behavior and contextual behavior resulting to the use of the constructs interchangeably, thus leading to errors 
in measurement. OCB is such an important construct to organizations as it has been found to improve their effective functioning and 
goal attainment by lubricating and enhancing social networks.  Because of the ongoing importance of OCB to organizations, 
employees, management and the marketplace efforts should be made to encourage more research around the construct and other 
related constructs. 
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One of the most widely studied topics in organizational 
behavior research in contemporary times is organizational 
citizenship behavior as in [1], [2]. The concept was first 
introduced as in [3]. As in [3] OCB construct was reported to 
have been refined and strengthened by a number of 
researchers as in [4], [5] and [1]. OCB construct 
development was related to the work as in [6] concept of the 
willingness to cooperate and distinction between dependable 
role performance and innovative and spontaneous behaviors 
as in [7], [8] and [9]. Reference [7] and [8] explored the 
behavioral requirements necessary for organizational 
functioning as innovative and spontaneous activity directed 
toward achievement of organizational objectives, but that go 
beyond role requirements, thus leading to a good 
background for development of OCB construct. Reference 
[10] was the first to label employee behaviors beyond the 
call of duty as organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs).  
OCB construct was originally defined as ‘‘individual 
behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly 
recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the 
aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the 
organization’’ as in [10, p. 4). Reference [10] early work has 
been the subject of much research and debate. Reference [10] 
original definition prompted a debate in the literature 
concerning whether OCB is really distinct from in-role 
behavior. Some researchers have argued that employees 
accept OCB as part of their in-role requirements even though 
they may believe them to be discretionary forms of behavior 
that are not formally rewarded by the organization as in [11]. 
At almost the same time argument over OCB conceptual 
meaning was going on, contextual performance construct 
was introduced which suggested replacement for the OCB 
construct as in [12], [13], [14] and [15].  
Research indicates that OCB is beneficial to organizations 
as in [16]. OCB is essential and critical to organizational 
functioning as in [3] and [10]. It is widely believed that OCB 
improves organizational efficiency and effectiveness as in 
[10], [17], [18] and [19]. OCB construct was also reported to 
increase social capital and enhance organizational 
functioning as in [46]. It was demonstrated that when 
employees perform extra-role tasks that help co-workers, 
supervisors and the organization to achieve results, 
organizations benefit in the form of improvements in 
productivity and overall performance as in [20]. Furthermore, 
OCB can result to organizational efficiency on allocation of 
financial and human resources as in [21]. OCB is also 
perceived to be desirable because such behavior is thought to 
increase available resources and decrease the need for more 
formal and costly mechanisms of control as in [10].  
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Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) has received 
considerable amount of research attention over the last 
decade as in [22]. As a result, many attempts were made to 
address conceptual ambiguities of the construct, as well as 
uncovering a variety of antecedents and consequences to 
citizenship behavior as in [23] and [22]. Despite OCB’s 
growing interest and knowledge base, relationships between 
OCB and related constructs continue to be source of concern 
to researchers and practitioners. Confusion regarding the 
conceptual meanings of OCB and related constructs 
including prosocial behavior, extra-role behavior, 
spontaneous behavior and contextual behavior has not been 
completely overcome. Using the extant OCB and related 
constructs literature, this paper attempts to contribute to 
OCB literature by providing elaborate description of the 
constructs’ conceptual meanings, dimensions and 
measurement items. This paper, therefore, represents an 
attempt to provide a framework for better understanding of 
the relationships among OCB and related constructs. The 
OCB and related constructs’ antecedents, similarities and 
differences will also be discussed. However, this paper will 
help to improve the understanding of the OCB construct and 
its overlapping relationships with other related constructs, 
thus encouraging more OCB research.    
II. UNDERSTANDING THE OCB CONSTRUCT 
OCB being one of the most widely studied topics in 
organizational behavior in the contemporary times as in [1] 
and [2] was first introduced as in [3]. After OCB 
conceptualization as in [3], the construct was refined and 
strengthened by different researchers as in [4], [5] and [1]. 
OCB construct was believed to have an underpinning 
relationship with the concept of the willingness to cooperate 
as in [6]. OCB was believed to also have relationship with 
the work regarding distinction between dependable role 
performance and innovative and spontaneous behaviors as in 
[7], [8] and [9]. Reference [7], [8] and [9] explored the 
behavioral requirements necessary for organizational 
functioning as innovative and spontaneous activity directed 
toward achievement of organizational objectives, but that go 
beyond role requirements, thus leading to a good 
background for development of OCB construct. Reference 
[10] was the first to label employee behaviors beyond the 
call of duty as organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs).  
OCB construct was originally defined as ‘‘individual 
behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly 
recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the 
aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the 
organization’’ as in [10, p. 4]. Organ’s early work has been 
the subject of much research and debate. Reference [10] 
original definition prompted a debate in the literature 
concerning whether OCB is really distinct from in-role 
behavior. Some researchers argued that employees accept 
OCB as part of their in-role requirements even though they 
may believe them to be discretionary forms of behavior that 
are not formally rewarded by the organization as in [11]. At 
almost the same time the argument was going on, contextual 
performance construct was introduced as in [43], [14] and 
[15], thus suggesting replacement for the OCB construct.  
 
Slight difference between OCB and contextual 
performance was observed. Contextual performance 
encompasses much of the same behavior as OCBs but does 
not stipulate that the behavior has to be discretionary and 
non-rewarded as OCB was originally conceptualized as in 
[24]. In response to growing observations, OCB was 
redefined to include behavior that contributes “to the 
maintenance and enhancement of the social and 
psychological context that supports task performance” as in 
[25, p. 91]. Reference [25] has, therefore, acknowledged the 
important role social and psychological contexts play in 
organization. Although this revised definition recognizes 
OCB’s importance to task performance as in [25], it 
continues to portray OCBs as still basically behaviors that 
are generally discretionary and less likely to be formally or 
explicitly rewarded by management in organizations as in 
[26]. Reference [26] therefore redefined the OCB construct 
as behavior pertaining to discretionary contributions that go 
beyond the strict description of job requirements and that do 
not lay claim to contractual recompense from the formal 
rewards system. 
Because of increasing significance of OCB to effective 
functioning of organizations, the construct has continued to 
attract additional research interest and hence continuous 
refinement of the construct’s definition. Reference [27] 
defined organizational citizenship behavior as that which 
embodies the cooperative and constructive gestures that are 
neither mandated by formal job role prescriptions nor 
directly or contractually compensated for by the formal 
organizational reward system. Reference [16], however 
identified OCB as an organization’s ability to elicit 
employee behavior that goes beyond the call of duty. 
Reference [46] defined organizational citizenship behavior 
as the willingness of employees to exceed their formal job 
requirements in order to help each other, to subordinate their 
individual interests for the good of the organization and to 
take a genuine interest in the organization’s activities and 
overall mission. Additionally, OCB has been defined as an 
extra-role and discretionary behavior not directly and 
explicitly recognized by the formal reward system in the 
organization including such actions as helping other 
employees actively and working conscientiously as in [28]. 
In a more holistic manner, OCB has been seen to include all 
positive behaviors exhibited by employees as in [29]. 
Several OCB dimensions have emerged over the years as 
in [3], [10], [45], [41], [44], [19] Two dimensions were 
developed as in [10], [45] and [19], stood as the most 
popular. Reference [10] has originally proposed five 
dimensions a consisting of altruism, courtesy, 
conscientiousness, civic virtue, and sportsmanship. 
Subsequently, peacekeeping and cheerleading dimensions 
were increased as in [45]. Reference [10] has provided 
definitions of the five dimensions as follows: (1) altruism is 
an act of helping other employees in completing their tasks 
under unusual circumstances; (2) civic virtue is an act of 
indicating that employees take an active interest in the life of 
their organization; (3) sportsmanship is an act of stressing 
the positive aspects of the organization instead of negative; 
(4) conscientiousness, that is sometimes refers as compliance, 
is an act of performing one’s assigned tasks (i.e. in-role 
behaviors) in a manner that is above what is expected; and 
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finally (5) courtesy is an act of considering and  consulting 
with other workers in the organization before acting, as well 
as giving advance notice and passing along information. 
Reference [19] developed the second most popular 
conceptualization of OCB dimensions. Reference [19] 
organized the OCB dimensions into categories on the basis 
of the target or direction of the behavior. Specifically, as in 
[19] behaviors directed toward benefiting other individuals 
are called organizational citizenship behaviors for the 
employee (OCB-I). The other behaviors directed toward 
benefiting the organization are called organizational 
citizenship behaviors for the organization (OCB-O). 
Examples of OCBI include altruism, courtesy, peacekeeping, 
and cheerleading behaviors. On the other hand, examples of 
OCB-O include compliance or conscientiousness, 
sportsmanship and civic virtue dimensions.  
A critical look at the stated definitions reveals that 
citizenship behaviors generally have two common features. 
These features are: OCBs are not directly enforceable (i.e., 
they are not technically required as a part of employee’s job). 
Secondly, OCBs represent special or extra efforts that 
organizations need from their employees in order to be 
effective. Furthermore, all the definitions depict variety of 
employee behaviors such as attending to additional 
assignments, keeping up abreast with one’s profession, 
voluntarily assisting people at work, promoting and 
protecting the organization, keeping a positive attitude and 
tolerating inconveniences at work. Hence OCBs are positive 
extra-role behaviors exhibited by employees toward their 
coworkers, supervisors or organization, and are firmly 
rooted in employees’ willingness and personal need to affect 
their organization’s goal attainment. Summarily, all those 
definitions of OCB have in one way or the other supported 
the original OCB conceptualization that emphasizes 
employee’s discretion and informality as in [10]. Therefore, 
this paper identifies with the original definition of OCB as in 
[10]. 
III. OCB AND RELATED CONSTRUCT 
Various studies were conducted about employees’ 
performance beyond the role-prescribed boundaries as in [3], 
[30] and [31]. The OCB related constructs of concern 
include prosocial organizational behavior as in [32]; extra-
role behavior as in [31]; and contextual performance as in 
[30]. OCB and these related constructs were believed to be 
modeled as in [8]’s essence of going above and beyond 
formalized job requirements as in [32]. Reference [22] 
reported in the meta-analytic study of OCB antecedents and 
consequences, that the roots of every form of extra-role 
behavior can be traced back to seminal framework as in [7]. 
 
A. Prosocial Organizational Behavior 
Prosocial organizational behavior was defined as behavior 
intended to promote the welfare of individuals or groups to 
whom the behavior was directed as in [32]. In other words, 
as in [43], prosocial organizational behavior is seen as 
behavior directed toward an individual, group or 
organization that promotes the welfare of that individual, 
group or organization. These authors further classified 
prosocial organizational behavior into two types: role 
prescribed and extra-role. Role prescribed are 
organizationally specified as a formal part of the individual’s 
role. Examples of role prescribed behaviors for particular 
jobs that are professional include counselling employees, 
being courteous and helpful to clients.  Despite the obvious 
benefits of prosocial organizational behaviors that include 
enhancing organizational functioning, prosocial 
organizational behaviors can detract organizational 
effectiveness as in [32]. Examples of dysfunctional prosocial 
organizational behaviors include helping co-workers to 
achieve personal goals that are inconsistent with 
organizational objectives, rendering services to clients in 
ways contrary to organizational interest, and falsification of 
records to prevent someone from deserved organizational 
censure. It is pertinent to mention that prosocial 
organizational behaviors are targeted at either co-workers 
(e.g. supervisor, peer, or subordinates); consumers or even 
the organization itself.  
The prosocial organizational behavior construct is broad. 
It includes several forms of behaviors with different 
consequences (functional and dysfunctional) to individual 
and organization as in [32]. To justify the broad nature of 
prosocial organizational behavior construct, it was stated that 
one of the important forms of prosocial organizational 
behaviors include OCB as in [33]. An example of 
dysfunctional prosocial organizational behavior is that of 
helping a co-worker to the detriment of meeting an 
organizational deadline. Dimensions of prosocial 
organizational behavior include civic virtue and loyalty as in 
[30]. Some examples of prosocial organizational behaviors 
include behaviors such as assisting colleagues in job related 
problems, providing service that meet customers’ need and 
suggesting idea for organizational improvement. 
Prosocial organizational behavior is different from OCB. 
Conceptualization of prosocial organizational behavior 
indicates that prosocial behaviors include both in-role and 
extra-role as well as functional and dysfunctional behaviors 
to the organization. OCB is limited to only extra-role 
performance that is not prescribed by the organization. 
Conceptually, OCB only has a positive effect on the 
organization’s performance, hence stressing its functionality 
status to the organization as in [32].  
 
B. Extra-Role Behavior (EBR) 
Extra-role behavior is another construct similar to OCB. 
Extra-role behavior consists of behaviors that are not 
formally required by any particular job, yet which help to 
form the social context of all jobs, thus facilitating 
effectiveness as in [43] and [10]. Extra-role behavior is 
defined as behavior which benefits or is intended to benefit 
an organization as in as in [31]. It was further described as 
discretionary behavior that tries to benefit the organization 
and goes beyond existing role expectations as in [10] and 
[26]. Some examples of extra-role behaviors include 
volunteering, demonstrating effort, helping others, following 
rules and supporting organizational objectives. Close 
examination of ERB definition will reveal some resemblance 
with OCB as well as differences. The resemblance ERB 
shares with OCB include: (1) it is not specified by job 
requirements; and (2) it is not recognized by formal reward 
systems.  
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Extra-role behavior is a broader and all encompassing 
construct. Extra-role behavior among other behaviors 
embodies OCB. Extra-role behavior can take the form of 
promotive, prohibitive, affiliative and challenging behaviors 
as in [34]. Promotive behaviors involve promoting changes 
within the system, prohibitive behaviors involve sustaining 
and protecting against unfavorable conditions, affiliative 
behaviors involve cooperation with others and are oriented 
towards other members of the community and challenging 
behaviors promote new concepts and changes that 
potentially can create negative impact on organizational 
relationships. Therefore, ERB extends to include behaviors 
such as helping, voice, stewardship and whistle-blowing. 
Reference [35] stated that voice and whistle-blowing which 
are dimensions of challenging extra-role behavior are 
potentially capable of disrupting the organization and 
ultimately causing it harm.  
Reference [34] provided the conceptual definitions and 
example of each of the four dimensions of extra-role 
behaviors as follows: (1) Helping is voluntary cooperation 
that helps to strengthen the social boundaries between 
individuals. Helping is an example of affiliative promotive 
behavior. (2) Voice is concerned with behaviors which 
involve encouraging and suggesting ideas for innovative 
changes, it constructively challenges the status-quo ante. 
Voice is particularly important when an organization is in 
fast changing environments and therefore has to adapt as 
quickly as possible. Voice is an example of challenging 
promotive behavior. (3) Stewardship is an example of 
affiliative prohibitive behavior. It is concerned with 
management responsibility to properly utilize and develop 
its resources, including its human resource, its property and 
its financial assets. (4) Whistle-blowing is an act of bringing 
to light unethical or illegal practices occurring within the 
organization. It involves informing authorities who can 
terminate such practices. Whistle-blowing is an example of 
challenging prohibitive behavior as in [34]. Reference [34] 
contended that the helping and voice behaviors in this 
circumstance should not be confused to be seen as necessary 
behaviors that are required by the job (i.e. in-role behaviors). 
However, helping is required by jobs such as nursing and 
midwifery, and thus does not connote extra-role behavior.  
Reference [36] and [21] argued that extra-role behavior 
was extensively researched and measured as OCB. Some 
researchers view extra-role behavior as same with OCB 
because of their similar characteristics as in [37] and [38], 
thus leading to measuring the two constructs as one. 
However, close examination of the traditional definition of 
extra-role behavior and OCB, the two constructs are clearly 
different. By close examination of ERB and its allying 
dimensions, some similarities between the ERB dimension 
of helping and some OCB behaviors especially the altruism 
dimension can be observed. However, the distinction 
between ERB and OCB becomes obvious when one looks at 
the challenging forms of ERB (i.e. voice and whistle-
blowing). Extra-role behavior includes elements of prosocial 
organizational behavior such as whistle blowing and voice 
which are actions by organizational members that may be 
challenging or prohibitive to the organization as in [35]. It 
was observed that both the antecedents and the immediate 
consequences of extra-role behavior and OCB are quite 
different as in [26]. Therefore, extra-role behavior’s 
conceptualization goes beyond that of OCB by including 
actions by organizational members that are challenging, 
harmful or prohibitive to the organization. 
 
C. Organizational Spontaneity 
Organizational spontaneity is yet another construct that is 
similar to OCB. Reference [7] coined spontaneous behaviors 
to mean going above and beyond the job including engaging 
in discretionary behaviors. Reference [39] defined 
organizational spontaneity as extra role behaviors at free will 
that contribute to organizational effectiveness. Five 
dimensions were identified with organizational spontaneity. 
These dimensions are: helping co-workers, protecting the 
organization, developing one-self, making constructive 
suggestions, and spreading goodwill as in [39].  OCB 
construct is different from organizational spontaneity in 
respect to the use of reward system. Reference [40] argued 
that reward systems are allowed to be designed for 
recognizing organizational spontaneity.  Reference [8] 
suggested that innovative and spontaneous behaviors do not 
necessarily and directly contribute to organizational 
functioning, but are vital to organizational survival and 
effectiveness. Some examples of spontaneous behaviors 
include cooperating with co-workers, protecting the 
organization, suggesting organizational improvements, self-
training for challenging organizational responsibility and 
creating a favorable climate for organizations in the external 
environment.  
 
D. Contextual Performance 
Contextual performance is another extra-role behavior. 
Reference [30] defined contextual performance as those 
behaviors that support the motivational and social context in 
which the task performance takes place. These behaviors are 
not role-prescribed and therefore not do not fit into the 
definition of task performance. However, the behaviors are 
important for organizational effectiveness as in [30]. The 
following dimensions: persistent enthusiasm and extra effort 
to complete own task; volunteering, helping and cooperating 
with others, following organizational rules and procedures, 
endorsing, supporting and defending organizational 
objectives, interpersonal facilitation and job dedication were 
prescribed for contextual performance as in [43]. Some of 
the examples of contextual performance include employees 
voluntarily do more than the job requires to help others or 
contribute to organizational effectiveness, employees tackle 
difficult work assignments enthusiastically, employees 
volunteer for additional duties, employees helping new 
employees and employees respecting organizational rules 
even if inconvenient.  
OCB and contextual performance are perceived as one 
and same thing. Reference [40], however, differentiated 
OCB and contextual performance in theoretical terms. They 
argue that OCB was developed as a standalone dimension of 
job performance to apply across jobs, whereas contextual 
performance was developed within an overall model of the 
construct of job performance: task versus contextual 
performance.  
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In addition to the above, the historical antecedents of 
OCB and contextual performance constructs can shed more 
light about their conceptual differences. The idea of OCB 
was developed from the conviction that job satisfaction and 
personal disposition affect employees’ willingness to help 
co-workers in performing their tasks as in [3]. OCB 
therefore has developed from attempts to discover specific 
behaviors that reflect willingness within the individual to 
perform free of any organizational role requirement or 
sanction as in [41]. Consequently OCB construct was 
originally conceived out of attempt to understand behavioral 
consequences of job satisfaction that were presumed to have 
important implication for organizational effectiveness as in 
[42]. In contrast to OCB, contextual performance has a 
different antecedent entirely. Contextual performance was 
borne out of an attempt to bring together two forms of 
performance (i.e. role-prescribed and extra-role) as 
important factors for consideration in research and practice 
regarding to employee selection as in [30]. Reference [30] 
observed that task performance domain that is role-
prescribed performance was the dominant factor used in 
research and practice concerning employee selection. 
Contextual performance, as the other part of the performance 
domain, was equally believed to be organizationally 
functional as in [30]. Ultimately, contextual performance 
was demonstrated to support the organizational, social and 
psychological environment in which technical core must 
function as in [30]. 
However, despite the seemingly similarity between 
contextual performance and OCB, the contextual 
performance construct does not stipulate that the behavior 
has to be discretionary and non-rewarded, as OCB was 
originally conceptualized.  
Table 1 presents a summary of the similairities and 
differences between OCB and related constructs of  
prosocial organizational behavior, organizational spontaneity, 
extra-role behavior and contextual performance. The first 
dimension presented in the table takes into consideration 
whether the behavior is functional or dysfunctional to the 
organization. While the constructs of OCB and 
organizational spontaneity and extra-role behavior  are 
concerned with functional behaviors, the prosocial 
organizational behavior construct considers those behaviors 
that are dysfunctional as well. The second dimension in the 
table takes into consideration whether a role is prescribed or 
extra. Organizational spontaneity includes only roles that are 
considered extra, while both OCB, prosocial organizational 
behavior and extra-role include roles that could be 
considered prescribed. The next dimension in the table 
considers whether the behavior will be rewarded or not 
rewarded. OCB excludes these behaviors, while prosocial 
organizational behavior, extra-role behavior, organizational 
spontaneity and contextual performance include behaviors 
that may meet with reward. The final dimension depicted in 
the table is concerned with whether the behavior is active or 
passive. OCB, prosocial organizational behavior, extra-role 
behavior and contextual performance include active and 
passive behavior, while organizational spontaneity is 
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IV. CONCLUSION  
Using the literature, the differences and similarities 
existing between OCB, extra-role behavior, organizational 
spontaneity and contextual performance were established. 
While there is much overlap among these constructs, subtle 
differences exist. Contextual performance is behavior that is 
not part of the technical core, but only supports the broader 
organizational, social, and psychological environment in 
which the technical core must function.  Contextual 
performance does not include behaviors that are in the job 
description or that are formally rewarded. Organizational 
spontaneity only includes extra-role behaviors; however, 
such behaviors may be rewarded. Finally, prosocial 
organizational behavior is described in terms of the 
employees’ volition to benefit the co-workers, supervisor or 
organization, but the actual behavior can be either functional 
or dysfunctional to the organization. OCB remain distinct 
from all related behavioral constructs. The OCB distinctive 
factor remains the unrewarding nature of its discretionary 
performance. Despite the subtle conceptual differences 
among the constructs, the items used to measure the various 
constructs are often very similar, such as volunteer to work 
over time without pay, assist co-worker, helping others, 
performing above minimum requirements and tolerating 
inconveniences in performing job. The OCB field will 
continue to attract research interest because of the significant 
contributions it has been found to be making toward 
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